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Abstract

Considering that extant studies on safety behavior have paid insufficient attention to the impact of

corporate social responsibility (CSR) on employee’s safety behavior. This paper delves into the influence of

CSR on safety behavior and its intermediating mechanism such as mediator and moderator. To be specific,

the current paper examines the mediating effect of employee’s psychological safety in the CSR—safety

behavior link, also investigating the moderating effect of ethical leadership in the relationship between CSR

and psychological safety. As expected in the hypotheses, the results showed that that CSR has a positive

(+) influence on psychological safety, which has a positive (+) impact on safety behavior. Also,

employee’s psychological safety mediated the association between CSR and safety behavior. Lastly, ethical

leadership moderated the CSR—psychological safety link.
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doUle] oy AllES AEEd|, 7199 &2
(ethicalty)> ddl] 74 S7olA 7o) BEsh7] f1st
8% 215 T shHS & F Stk 53], 7199
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719) Sl =2)9 Fo3k ot 2 Tdata 7o, A
w7 A7) F<F CSRel| thst 8HA] 9 ARAA S] >
A AA 1,21, CSRolst 7190 AFdS Fr3istel
Slo] Ttk ofue}, A9, 1A X JALs], 1e)ar g
7 5 vhekat ols| #AI A= (stakeholders) &) BAS &
Zsk7] {18t AA1/ZA/AF /R A s enlsith(3,4].
714e] 24 uist dF2 oM, 7ol 75
=9 olsr FislkE 7HE WA Fsllof ek EAIE
A, 71 2PgelA tiekst 74 o) a3k=(external

effects) o] WAs}7]ol], 7|9 7= o]¢] FtfjslE o
AA, 719 S0 A B 9 wige] &3 ol ofs
IAAREE] olels sAlell arEalof shth= o] At
7 2 ARAAIY] FRE ARIEA = A)THS,5,6]. 17
55 Bha B A5l CSRel 719 AA 95
Flek= e A o7 T)ssiths AS vl dE
59 CSRe] 7199¢] H3# (reputation), M= 714, 3JAF
ofu|A], Mgk & FIAIA AR JAL AAHE
AITh= Zlolt}H1,2,6,7].

o] gA CSR} theFst 22 Ad 7} Alo] 2] A-IAS Kol
T BE SAE Beka, ofF] T38| AT A o>
Fo=o] ZAFITH6,8]. FA, 7]E A7 CSRe| =
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Mean | S.D 1 2 3
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<Table 2> The Comparison among Alternative Measurement Models
Model X2 df CFI TLI RMSEA | Model Comparison | Adf Ay Choice
4 factor 178.078 108 972 | .964 .053 ”
3 factor 168,200 111 355 522 118 4 factor vs 3 factor| 3 290.128 4 factor
2 factor 627.608 113 791 | 749 .140 4 factor vs 2 factor 449.53" 4 factor
1 factor 993.850 114 .643 | 574 .182 4 factor vs 1 factor 815.772" 4 factor

"p<.05, “p<.01

<Table 3> The Result of Bootstrapping Analysis

. . 95% Confidence Interval
Path Total Direct Indirect (Percentile—based bootstrap)
Effect Effect Effect
Lower—Bound Upper—Bound
CSR = Psychological Safety 122 000 122 030 270
— Safety Behavior

Note. 10000 sampling was conducted, and all coefficients values are unstandardized.
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[Figure 3] Moderating Effect of Ethical Leadership between
CSR and Psychological Safety
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